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" If a man wrote that all lawyers were thieves,
no particular lawyer could sue him, unless there
is something to point to the particular indi-
vidual " (>). And provided that the plaintiff can
satisfy the jury that he was especially referred to,
it is sufficient (s), whether the words complained
of describe him by his own name, or its initial
letter (t), or by asterisks (u\ or by a fictitious
name (<#), or by the name of somebody else (y), or
merely refer to a definite body of persons of
which he is a member, for " if those who look on
know well who is aimed at, the very same injury
is inflicted, the very same thing is in fact done,
as would be done if his name and Christian name
were ten times repeated " (&}.

But where it is uncertain whether the plaintiff
was the particular individual aimed at, no action
lies, e.g., where after the trial of an action at which
there were three witnesses, the defendant said,
" One of you three is perjured," it was held that
no action lay, as there was nothing to show that
the plaintiff was the particular witness referred
to (a).

(V) Per Willes, J., in Eastwood v. Holmes (1858), 1 F. &
F. 349.

(s)  Lawrence v. Newberry (1891), 64 L. T. 797.

(0 EoacJi v. Garvan (1742), 2 Atk. 469; 2 Dick. 794;
O'Brien v. Clement (1846), 15 M. & W. 435 ; 15 L. J. Ex. 285.

(u)  Bourke v. Warren (1826), 2 0. & P. 307.

(a?) Bex v. Clerk (1728), 1 Barn. 304.

(y) Levi v. Milne (1827), 4 Biog. 195.

(z) Per Lord Campbell, C. J., in Le Fanu and another v.
Malcolmson (1848), 1 H. L. C. at p. 668.

(a) Sir John Bourn's] case, cited Oro. Eliz. 497. See also
James v. Eutlech (1599), 4 Eep. 17.